 (Liebow, 1967; Staples, 1982; Wilson, 1987 
Studies of Black women emphasize how out of oppression a unique definition of womanhood was forged, one in which adversity gave rise to strengths (Davis, 1981;  Giddings, 1984; Hooks, 1981; Hull, Scott, & Smith, 1982) . However, the discourse around men and oppression focuses on the stripping away of manhood (Baldwin, 1961; Brown, 1965; Grier & Cobbs, 1968;  Segal, 1990; Staples, 1982) . It is a perspective that casts Black men as victims and ignores their capacity to define themselves under difficult circumstances. Clearly, Black males have had to be men in a historical and cultural context that varied radically from White males; however, emasculation and pathology were not the inevitable consequences of this variation. The historical record indicates that even in the worst of times-through slavery, economic deprivation, and urbanization-Black men managed to develop a sense of dignity and self-worth, were connected to their families, and provided for them as best they could (Bowman, 1989; Cazenave, 1979 Cazenave, , 1984 Gutman, 1976;  Gwaltney, 1980; Hunter, 1988; Shaw, 1974) . In this study we asked men what manhood meant to them; what we found was a perspective on manhood and masculinity often hidden in the discourse on the Black male &dquo;crisis.&dquo;
MANHOOD AND THE CRISIS OF BLACK MEN
Being Black and male in American society places one at risk for unemployment (Wilson, 1987 ; U.S. Department of Labor, 1991), school failure (Garibaldi, 1988) , and violence and crime (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1985 Statistics, ,1988 Oliver, 1989b) . Historically, these patterns have been viewed, to varying degrees, as products of racism, unemployment, and poverty, as well as the results of cultural adaptations to these systemic pressures (Bowman, 1989; Franklin, 1984; Hare & Hare, 1985; Liebow, 1967; Madhubuti, 1990; Oliver, 1984 Oliver, , 1989a Wilson, 1987) . Further, Black males' conceptions of manhood has been linked to the &dquo;Black male crisis.&dquo;
During the early 20th century, Frazier's seminal work, The Negro Family in the United States ( 1939) , in conjunction with the male sex role identity paradigm, provided the conceptual basis for several decades of research defining Black men as psychologically and interpersonally impotent (Kardiner & Oversey, 1951;  Moynihan, 1965; Pettigrew, 1964; Pleck, 1981 ). Frazier's (1939) thesis suggests that the history of slavery, oppression, and disenfranchisement had birthed cultural pathos that displaced the patriarchal family system. He argues that in an urban environment the fundamental pathology in the structure and organization (i.e., matriarchy) of many poor Black families led to juvenile delinquency, illegitimacy, increasing numbers of female-headed households, and a host of other social ills. Specifically, the absence of Black men at the head of their families and too powerful women precluded appropriate sex role socialization and ultimately adult male role performance (Bowman, 1989; Pleck, 1981; Staples, 1971) . In short, Black males failed to learn what being a man was all about. In the absence of appropriate models of manhood (for Frazier this was the Puritan patriarch) the cycle of inadequate male role performance and poor family functioning would continue to produce ill-prepared males. Three decades of research that followed failed to question Frazier's fundamental thesis, which fit well with the prevailing racist imagery of Black men as eternal boys (e.g., Kardiner & Oversey, 1951; Moynihan, 1965; Pettigrew, 1964; Rainwater, 1970) .
The publication of the Moynihan Report (1965) and the controversy that followed (Rainwater & Yancey, 1967) ushered in a new perspective that emphasized the impact of structural barriers on Black male role performance instead of cultural pathologies (Hare, 1971; Liebow, 1967; Staples, 1971 Keil, 1966) (Grier & Cobbs, 1968; Segal, 1990; Turner, 1977) . The expressed rage of the urban Black male, which was once viewed as a political vehicle and a form of self-expression, today is seen as aimless, dangerous, and self-destructive (Franklin, 1987;  Kunjufu, 1984; Oliver, 1989a Oliver, , 1989b . Hypermasculinity (i.e., hyperaggressiveness, hypersexuality, excessive emphasis on the appearance of wealth, and the absence of personal accountability) as a dominant conception of manhood in poor inner-city communities, particularly among youth, is seen as a by-product of the pathology and despair of the &dquo;Black underclass&dquo; (Anderson, 1990; Franklin, 1984; Glasgow, 1980; Majors & Billson, 1992; Oliver, 1984 Oliver, , 1989a Oliver, , 1989b . Further, growing concern over the survival of Black boys and men has generated widespread discussion over the potential extinction of Black males, as seen in phrases such as &dquo;institutional decimation of Black males&dquo; and &dquo;Black males as endangered species&dquo; (Gibbs, 1988; Hare & Hare, 1985;  Kunjufu, 1984; Stewart & Scott, 1978 (Akbar, 1991;  Kunjufu, 1984; Oliver, 1989a Franklin (1986 Franklin ( , 1987 suggests that Black masculinity and male role identity must be viewed in these varying social and cultural contexts. Specifically, Black men are expected to conform to dominant gender role expectations (e.g., to be successful, competitive, aggressive), as well as meeting culturally specific requirements (e.g., cooperation, promotion of group, and survival of group) of the Black community, which often conflict. The negotiation of these varied contexts lends itself to the development of varied and complex conceptions of manhood.
Black men do endorse the importance of economic provider roles, and family responsibility and involvement (Bowman, 1985; Cazenave, 1979 Cazenave, , 1984 Coles, 1977; Smith & Midlarsky, 1985) . Cazenave's (1979) study of working-class men shows that men endorsed roles in the following order of importance: provider, husband, father, and worker. His later study indicated that middleclass men are more likely to rank husband highest and that only infrequently do they see worker as the primary role, which suggests that the precariousness of men's economic position may affect the primacy of the provider role in their thinking about male role identity (Cazenave, 1984) . Using an expanded list of attributes, Cazenave (1984) also examined white-collar men's views of traits essential for the &dquo;ideal man.&dquo; At least two thirds of the sample endorsed traits of competitiveness, aggressiveness, and being successful at work. In addition, traits related to sense of self (i.e., self-confidence, standing up for beliefs) and family, and one's expressive relationship to others (i.e., warmth, gentleness, and being able to love) were also rated as important. Hunter and Davis (1992) found parallel results. Men rated the following attributes as most important to being a man: sense of self (e.g., independence, self-esteem); resourcefulness (e.g., making the best of things) and sense of responsibility; parental involvement and sense of family (e.g., child oriented, protecting family); being goal oriented (e.g., having goals and direction, ambitious); being a provider (e.g., providing income for family, having a good job); and humanism (e.g., being kind and caring, forgiving others). Traditional aspects of manhood, namely masculinity (e.g., being good at sports, physically strong, aggressive, competitive), were rated as somewhat important. Although professional and nonprofessional men rated the same attributes as most important, nonprofessional men rated attributes related to masculinity, spirituality, and measures of financial security more highly than did professional men.
Studies of gender conceptions at varying points in the life span indicate that Black males are less gender stereotyped in their conceptions about masculinity and femininity than their White counterparts (Albert & Porter, 1988; Bardwell, Cochran, & Walker, 1986; Smith & Midlarsky, 1985) . However, images of masculinity that parallel mainstream American conceptions are evident. This is, perhaps, particularly evident in all-male settings. For instance, Franklin (1985) , in a participant-observation study of a Black urban barbershop, found that the discourse emphasized &dquo;toughness, athletic prowess, decisiveness, aggressiveness, violence, and powerfulness.&dquo;
Several writers (Glasgow, 1980; Madhubuti, 1990; Majors & Billson, 1992; Oliver, 1984 Oliver, , 1989a Oliver, , 1989b share the view that an overemphasis on masculinity leads to a maladaptive model of manliness antithetical to the cultural imperatives and survival of the Black community. Franklin (1986) (Davis, 1989; Trochim & Linton, 1986 
Sorting of Ideas
This step in the process was accomplished using an unstructured sorting procedure (Rosenberg & Kim, 1975 
Construction of Concept Map
The final step was the analysis of the similarity matrix data using multidimensional scaling and cluster analysis (Trochim & Linton, 1986) . These analyses yielded a concept map that is a graphic representation of ideas. First, the multidimensional scaling technique (Davison, 1983) was conducted to locate each of the 108 ideas on a two-dimensional (x-y coordinates) map. Second, a hierarchical cluster analysis was performed, which begins by assuming that all ideas on the map are in a single cluster and then successively partitions them into smaller clusters that are conceptually similar (Everitt, 1980 (Asante, 1987) (Stearns, 1990 (Dinnuerm, 1992 (Akbar, 1991; Franklin, 1986; Hare & Hare, 1985; Majors & Billson, 1992; Oliver, 1984) . Manhood training programs developed during the last few years to counter the problems faced by Black male youth focus on areas that parallel the constructs identified in this study (Goddard, 1991; Hare & Hare, 1985 
